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Detailed Action 



Response to Amendment 



1. Claims 1 



21 have been examined. 



2. Claims 1 



21 are pending. 



3. Claims 1 



21 are rejected as detailed below. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-7, 15, and 16-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent 6950847 by Harrisville- Wolff (hereafter Wolff) in view of U.S. Patent 5761496 by 
Hattori (hereafter Hattori). 

Claim 1; 

Wolff* discloses, a service retrieval apparatus which provides a retrieval service for 
retrieving a service provided by a server connected to a network in response to a request 
from a client and returning a result of the retrieval [Wolff, Abstract, a service providing 
system], comprising: 
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retrieval means which sets retrieval conditions according to the request from said client 
and retrieves a service based upon the set retrieval conditions [Col. 6 lines 17-25, Wolff. The 
service requests (service request coming from client) typically will include information 
indicating (i.e. condition) the type of service desired or the functions the service preferably will 
perform. The service request information preferably is adequate to allow the service manager 
160 to match or filter the service requests against services that have been registered with the 
service manager 160 and are known to be available.]; and 

However, Wolff does not explicitly disclose a 

retrieval result judgment means which judges whether or not a result of the retrieval by 
said retrieval means satisfies judgment criteria set in advance, wherein, when it is judged 
by said retrieval result judgment means that the retrieval result does not satisfy the 
judgment criteria, said retrieval means changes the retrieval conditions and performs 
retrieval again. 

On the other hand, Hattori discloses using retrieval parameters which reflect the user's retrieval 
strategy (judgment), the system modifies parameters, generates a new retrieval expression and, 
based on this retrieval expression, executes retrieval again so that the user's retrieval strategy and 
background knowledge can be reflected (Hattori, Col. 7 lines 25-35), and fiuther discloses a 
retrieval result obtained by information retrieval on a trial and error basis shows that the 
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condition is "less restrictive" or "too restrictive". A "less restrictive" condition returns more data 
items than are expected by the user (Hattori, Col. 1 lines 38-47). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time the invention was made 
to modify Wolff to include the steps of retrieval result judgment means which judges 
whether or not a result of the retrieval by said retrieval means satisfies judgment criteria 
set in advance, wherein, when it is judged by said retrieval result judgment means that the 
retrieval result does not satisfy the judgment criteria, said retrieval means changes the 
retrieval conditions and performs retrieval again, based on the disclosure of Hattori for the 
purpose of the "... specify [ing] an appropriate retrieval condition which precisely indicates what 
information he really wants and what he knows about the information to be retrieved." (Hattori, 
Col. 2 lines 10-12) This would solve the problem such as a "less restrictive" condition returning 
more data items than are expected by the user, In this case, the user must specify a more 
restrictive retrieval condition to reduce the number of data items (Hattori, Col. 1 lines 38-47). 

Claim 2; 

Wolff modified with Hattori discloses the service retrieval apparatus according to claim 1 
and furthermore disclose, wherein, when it is judged by said retrieval result judgment 
means that the number of services included in the retrieval result has not reached the lower 
limit number of services set as the judgment criteria, said retrieval means changes the 
retrieval conditions so as to be wider and performs retrieval again [Hattori discloses using 
retrieval parameters which reflect the user's retrieval strategy (judgment), the system modifies 
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parameters, generates a new retrieval expression and, based on this retrieval expression, executes 
retrieval again so that the user's retrieval strategy and background knowledge can be reflected 
(Hattori, Col. 7 lines 25-35), and further discloses a retrieval result obtained by information 
retrieval on a trial and error basis shows that the condition is "less restrictive" or "too restrictive". 
A "less restrictive" condition returns more data items than are expected by the user (Hattori, Col. 
1 lines 38-47).], 



Claim 3; 

Wolf modified with Hattori disclose the service retrieval apparatus according to claim 2, 
wherein said retrieval means performs retrieval with respect to a new retrieval range 
excluding the range for which retrieval has already been performed [Hattori, Col. 1 lines 38- 
47. "less restrictive" condition returning more data items than are expected by the user. In this 
case, the user must specify a more restrictive retrieval condition to reduce the number of data 
items. And a "too restrictive" condition returning less data items than are expected by the user." 
(i.e. retrieves at different ranges with different retrievals.) ]. 

Claim 4; 

Wolff modified with Hattori disclose the service retrieval apparatus according to claim 1, 
wherein, when it is judged by said retrieval result judgment means that the number of 
services included in the retrieval result has exceeded the upper limit number of services set 
as the judgment criteria, said retrieval means changes the retrieval conditions so as to be 
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narrower and performs retrieval again [Hattori, Col. 1 lines 38-47. 'less restrictive" 
condition returning more data items than are expected by the user. In this case, the user must 
specify a more restrictive retrieval condition to reduce the number of data items.]. 

Claim 5; 

Wolff modified with Hattori, disclose the service retrieval apparatus according to claim 4, 
wherein said retrieval means performs retrieval with respect to a new retrieval range 
excluding the range for which retrieval has already been performed [Hattori, Col 7 lines 25- 
35. new retrieval of results based on new conditions] . 

Claim 6: 

Wolff modified with Hattori the service retrieval apparatus according to claim 4, wherein 
said retrieval means performs narrowing-down retrieval of the range for which retrieval 
has already been performed [Hattori, Col. 1 lines 38-47, "less restrictive" condition returning 
more data items than are expected by the user. In this case, the user must specify a more 
restrictive retrieval condition to reduce the number of data items.]. 

Claim 7: 

Wolff modified with Hattori disclose the service retrieval apparatus according to claim 1, 
further comprising reply means which rearranges the result of the retrieval by the retrieval 
means based upon values with respect to attribute items included in the retrieval 
conditions, and then returns the retrieval result to said client [Hattori, Col. 1 1 lines 39-61. 
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The retrieval request input section 1 10 has a retrieval request consisting of an attribute, the value 
of the attribute (keyword), and its importance degree. There exists a conceptual hierarchy 310 of 
the attribute 1 as the background knowledge corresponding to the attribute 1 and, in the 
conceptual hierarchy 310, there are low level attribute values-'*apple", "strawberry", and "pear"- 
-of the attribute value "fruit" therefore there is an arrangement of values of attributes.]. 

Claim 15; 

Wolff discloses a client apparatus which retrieves a service provided by a server connected 
to a network in response to a service retrieval request and sends the service retrieval 
request to a service retrieval apparatus providing a retrieval service for returning a result 
of the retrieval [Wolff, Abstract, service providing system], comprising: 

retrieval result receiving means which receives a retrieval result sent from said service 
retrieval apparatus in response to the service retrieval request [Wolff, Col. 3 lines 29-33. 
The client system includes a virtual service mechanism for registering as a recipient with the 
service manager, transmitting the service requests, and recognizing and executing the service 
proxies received in response to the service requests (i.e. has received retrieval results from 
service requests).]; 

Wolff does not explicitly disclose selection means which selects an attribute item, 
magnitudes of which can be compared, from attribute items included in retrieval 
conditions of the service; and output means which rearranges a plurality of items of service 
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information included in the retrieval result based upon values of the attribute items 
selected by said selection means included in each item of service information to output the 
service information. 

However, Hattori discloses [Hattori, Col. 1 1 lines 39-61. The retrieval request input section 110 
has a retrieval request consisting of an attribute, the value of the attribute (keyword), and its 
importance degree. There exists a conceptual hierarchy 310 of the attribute 1 as the background 
knowledge corresponding to the attribute 1 and, in the conceptual hierarchy 310, there are low 
level attribute values— "apple", "strawberry", and "pear"-of the attribute value "fruit" therefore 
there is an arrangement of values of attributes.] 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have modified Wolff 
to include the steps of having selection means which selects an attribute item, magnitudes of 
which can be compared, from attribute items included in retrieval conditions of the service; 
and output means which rearranges a plurality of items of service information included in 
the retrieval result based upon values of the attribute items selected by said selection means 
included in each item of service information to output the service information based on the 
disclosure of Hattori for the purpose of the "...specify[ing] an appropriate retrieval condition 
which precisely indicates what information he really wants and what he knows about the 
information to be retrieved." (Hattori, Col. 2 lines 10-12) This would solve the problem such as 
a "less restrictive" condition returning more data items than are expected by the user. In this case, 
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the user must specify a more restrictive retrieval condition to reduce the number of data items 
(Hattori, Col. 1 lines 38-47). 

Claim 16; 

Wolff discloses a service retrieval method which retrieves a service provided by a server 
connected to a network in response to a request from a client and returns a result of the 
retrieval [Wolff, Abstract service providing system], comprising: 

a retrieval step of setting retrieval conditions in response to a request of the client and 
retrieves a service based upon the set retrieval conditions[Col. 6 lines 17-25, Wolff. The 
service requests (service request coming from client) typically will include information 
indicating (i.e. condition) the type of service desired or the functions the serxdce preferably will 
perform. The service request information preferably is adequate to allow the service manager 
160 to match or filter the service requests against services that have been registered with the 
service manager 160 and are known to be available.]; 

However, Wolff does not explicitly disclose a 

retrieval result judgment step of judging whether or not a result of the retrieval by said 
retrieval step satisfies judgment criteria set in advance; and, a reply step of returning the 
result of the retrieval by said retrieval means to said client, wherein, when it is judged by 
said retrieval result judgment means that the retrieval result does not satisfy the judgment 
criteria, said retrieval means changes the retrieval conditions and performs retrieval again. 



Application/Control Number: 10/627,915 



Art Unit: 2167 



Page 10 



On the other hand, Hattori discloses using retrieval parameters which reflect the user's retrieval 
strategy (judgment), the system modifies parameters, generates a new retrieval expression and, 
based on this retrieval expression, executes retrieval again so that the user's retrieval strategy and 
background knowledge can be reflected (Hattori, Col. 7 lines 25-35), and further discloses a 
retrieval result obtained by information retrieval on a trial and error basis shows that the 
condition is "less restrictive" or "too restrictive", A "less restrictive" condition returns more data 
items than are expected by the user (Hattori, Col. 1 lines 38-47). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time the invention was made 
to modify Wolff to include the step of retrieval result judgment step of judging whether or 
not a result of the retrieval by said retrieval step satisfies judgment criteria set in advance; 
and, a reply step of returning the result of the retrieval by said retrieval means to said 
client, wherein, when it is judged by said retrieval result judgment means that the retrieval 
result does not satisfy the judgment criteria, said retrieval means changes the retrieval 
conditions and performs retrieval again, based on the disclosure of Hattori for the purpose of 
the "...specify[ing] an appropriate retrieval condition which precisely indicates what information 
he really wants and what he knows about the information to be retrieved." (Hattori, Col. 2 lines 
10-12) This would solve the problem such as a "less restrictive" condition returning more data 
items than are expected by the user. In this case, the user must specify a more restrictive retrieval 
condition to reduce the number of data items (Hattori, Col. 1 lines 38-47). 
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Claim 17; 

Wolf modified with Hattori disclose the service retrieval method according to claim 16 and 
furthermore disclose, wherein, when it is judged by said retrieval result judgment step that 
the number of services included in the retrieval result has not reached the lower limit 
number of services set as the judgment criteria, said retrieval step changes the retrieval 
conditions so as to be wider and performs retrieval again [Hattori discloses using retrieval 
parameters which reflect the user's retrieval strategy (judgment), the system modifies parameters, 
generates a new retrieval expression and, based on this retrieval expression, executes retrieval 
again so that the user's retrieval strategy and background knowledge can be reflected (Hattori, 
Col. 7 lines 25-35), and further discloses a retrieval result obtained by information retrieval on a 
trial and error basis shows that the condition is "less restrictive" or "too restrictive". A "less 
restrictive" condition returns more data items than are expected by the user (Hattori, Col. 1 lines 
38-47). ]. 



Claim 18: 

Wolf modified with Hattori disclose the service retrieval method according to claim 17, 
wherein said retrieval means performs retrieval with respect to a new retrieval range 
excluding the range for which retrieval has already been performed [Hattori, Col. 1 lines 38- 
47. "less restrictive" condition returning more data items than are expected by the user. In this 
case, the user must specify a more restrictive retrieval condition to reduce the number of data 
items. And a "too restrictive" condition returning less data items than are expected by the user." 
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(i.e. retrieves at different ranges with different retrievals.) ]. 
Claim 19: 

Wolff modified with Hattori discloses the service retrieval method according to claim 16, 
wherein, when it is judged by said retrieval result judgment step that the number of 
services included in the retrieval result has exceeded the upper limit number of services set 
as the judgment criteria, said retrieval step changes the retrieval conditions so as to be 
narrower and performs retrieval again [Hattori, Col. 1 lines 38-47, "less restrictive" condition 
returning more data items than are expected by the user. In this case, the user must specify a 
more restrictive retrieval condition to reduce the number of data items.] 

Claim 20; 

Wolff modified with Hattori discloses the service retrieval method according to claim 19, 
wherein said retrieval step performs narrowing-down retrieval of the range for which 
retrieval has already been performed [Hattori, Col. 1 lines 38-47, "less restrictive" condition 
returning more data items than are expected by the user. In this case, the user must specify a 
more restrictive retrieval condition to reduce the number of data items.] 

Claim 21; 

Wolff modified with Hattori discloses the service retrieval method according to claim 16, 
further comprising a reply step of rearranging the result of the retrieval by said retrieval 
step based upon values with respect to attribute items included in the retrieval conditions, 



Application/Control Number: 10/627,915 Page 13 

Art Unit: 2167 

and then returns the retrieval result to said client [Hattori, Col. 1 1 lines 39-61. The retrieval 
request input section 1 10 has a retrieval request consisting of an attribute, the value of the 
attribute (keyword), and its importance degree. There exists a conceptual hierarchy 310 of the 
attribute 1 as the background knowledge corresponding to the attribute 1 and, in the conceptual 
hierarchy 310, there are low level attribute values— "apple", "strawberry", and "pear"~of the 
attribute value "fruit" therefore there is an arrangement of values of attributes.]. 

Claims 8-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent 
6950847 by Harrisville-Wolff (hereafter Wolff) and U.S. Patent 5761496 by Hattori (hereafter 
Hattori) as applied to claims 1-7 and 15-21 above and in further view of Background of 
Application (hereafter Background). 

Claim 8; 

Wolff discloses a plurality of service retrieval apparatuses which provide a retrieval service 
for retrieving a service provided by a server connected to a network in response to a 
request from a client and returning a result of the retrieval [Wolff, Figure 1, service 
provider(server) connected to client system through network.], comprising: 

However, Wolff does not explicitly disclose retrieval result judgment means which judges 
whether or not a result of the retrieval by said retrieval means satisfies judgment criteria 
set in advance, wherein, when it is judged by said retrieval result judgment means that the 
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retrieval result does not satisfy the judgment criteria, said retrieval means changes the 
retrieval range corresponding to the request from said client and performs retrieval again. 

On the other hand, Hattori discloses using retrieval parameters which reflect the user's retrieval 
strategy (judgment), the system modifies parameters, generates a nev^ retrieval expression and, 
based on this retrieval expression, executes retrieval again so that the user's retrieval strategy and 
background knowledge can be reflected (Hattori, Col. 7 lines 25-35), and further discloses a 
retrieval result obtained by information retrieval on a trial and error basis shows that the 
condition is "less restrictive" or "too restrictive". A "less restrictive" condition returns more data 
items than are expected by the user (Hattori, Col. 1 lines 38-47). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time the invention was made 
to modify Wolff to include the steps of retrieval result judgment means which judges 
whether or not a result of the retrieval by said retrieval means satisfies judgment criteria 
set in advance, wherein, when it is judged by said retrieval result judgment means that the 
retrieval result does not satisfy the judgment criteria, said retrieval means changes the 
retrieval range corresponding to the request from said client and performs retrieval again, 
based on the disclosure of Hattori for the purpose of the "...specify[ing] an appropriate retrieval 
condition which precisely indicates what information he really wants and what he knows about 
the information to be retrieved." (Hattori, Col. 2 lines 10-12) This would solve the problem such 
as a "less restrictive" condition returning more data items than are expected by the user, In this 
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case, the user must specify a more restrictive retrieval condition to reduce the number of data 
items (Hattori, Col. 1 lines 38-47). 

However Wolff modified with Hattori does not explicitly teach 

a service information database which stores service information including address 
information and installation position information of said server and attribute 
information of a service provided by said server. 

stores address information and installation position information of a service 
retrieval apparatus with each sub-network included in a retrieval range; 

retrieval range setting means which, by retrieving said service retrieval apparatus 
database based upon inputted retrieval conditions, specify one or more service 
retrieval apparatuses conforming to the retrieval conditions and set sub-networks, 
which correspond to said specified service retrieval apparatuses, as a retrieval range 
for the request; 

retrieval means which causes said retrieval range setting means to set a range for 
retrieval in response to a request from said client and requests its own service 
retrieval apparatus or other service retrieval apparatuses included in the set 
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retrieval range to perforin retrieval to thereby execute service retrieval 

On the other hand, applicant has admitted within the Background of the Application (Page 3- 
lines 20-28 to page 4 lines 1-2) that "information such as service locations and service attributes 
obtained as a result of the retrieval is provided to a user." 

Background, page 4 lines 1 1-20, a range to be a target of retrieval in the network is set, disclosed 
service information is retrieved in the set retrieval range, and information such as service 
locations and service attributes obtained as a result of the retrieval is provided to a user. 

Backgroxmd, page 4 lines 1 1-20, depending upon retrieval conditions designated by a user, it is 
possible that services satisfying the retrieval conditions exist in an extremely large number in a 
retrieval range set in the conditions. In this case, information on the extremely large number of 
service is returned to the user. The user having received such a retrieval resuh resets a retrieval 
range or changes the retrieval conditions to request a retrieval service again in order to narrow 
down the information. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time the invention was made 
to have modified Wolff to include the steps of providing address information and installation 
position information of server based on the Background of the Application. Both inventions are 
directed towards providing a service. A skilled artisan would have been motivated to do so in 
order to allow a user to obtain a specific service [Background, page 3 lines 20-28 to page 4 lines 
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1-2]. Which allows for wanted and needed services for users of the system while avoiding 
unwanted services. 

Claim 9; 

Wolff modified with Background and Hattori disclose the service retrieval apparatuses 
according to claim 8 and furthermore disclose, wherein, when it is judged by said retrieval 
result judgment means that the number of services included in the retrieval result has not 
reached the lower limit number of services set as the judgment criteria, said retrieval 
means changes the retrieval conditions according to the request from said client so as to be 
wider and performs retrieval again [Hattori discloses using retrieval parameters which reflect 
the user's retrieval strategy (judgment), the system modifies parameters, generates a new retrieval 
expression and, based on this retrieval expression, executes retrieval again so that the user's 
retrieval strategy and background knowledge can be reflected (Hattori, Col. 7 lines 25-35), and 
further discloses a retrieval result obtained by information retrieval on a trial and error basis 
shows that the condition is "less restrictive" or "too restrictive". A "less restrictive" condition 
returns more data items than are expected by the user (Hattori, Col. 1 lines 38-47). ]. 

Claim 10: 

Wolff modified with Background and Hattori disclose the service retrieval apparatuses 
according to claim 9, wherein said retrieval means performs retrieval with respect to a new 
retrieval range excluding the range for which retrieval has already been performed 

[Hattori, Col. 1 lines 38-47. "less restrictive" condition retuming more data items than are 
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expected by the user. In this case, the user must specify a more restrictive retrieval condition to 
reduce the number of data items. And a "too restrictive'* condition returning less data items than 
are expected by the user." (i.e. retrieves at different ranges with different retrievals.) ] 

Claim 11; 

Wolff modified with Background and Hattori disclose the service retrieval apparatuses 
according to claim 8, wherein, when it is judged by said retrieval result judgment means 
that the number of services included in the retrieval result has exceeded the upper limit 
number of services set as the judgment criteria, said retrieval means changes the retrieval 
conditions corresponding to the request from said client so as to be narrower and performs 
retrieval again [Hattori, Col. 1 lines 38-47. "less restrictive" condition returning more data 
items than are expected by the user. In this case, the user must specify a more restrictive retrieval 
condition to reduce the number of data items.]. 

Claim 12: 

Wolff modified with Background and Hattori disclose the service retrieval apparatuses 
according to claim 11, wherein said retrieval means performs retrieval with respect to a 
new retrieval range excluding the range for which retrieval has already been performed 

[Hattori, Col 7 lines 25-35. new retrieval of results based on new conditions]. 



Claim 13: 



Application/Control Number: 10/627,915 Page 19 

Art Unit: 2167 

Wolff modified with Background and Hattori disclose The service retrieval apparatuses 
according to claim 12, wherein said retrieval means performs narrowing-down retrieval of 
the range for which retrieval has already been performed [Hattori, Col. 1 lines 38-47, 'less 
restrictive" condition returning more data items than are expected by the user. In this case, the 
user must specify a more restrictive retrieval condition to reduce the number of data items.] 

Claim 14; 

Wolff modified with Backgroxmd and Hattori disclose the service retrieval apparatuses 
according to claim 8, further comprising reply means which rearranges the result of the 
retrieval by said retrieval means based upon values with respect to attribute items included 
in the retrieval conditions, and then returns the retrieval result to said client [Hattori, Col. 
1 1 lines 39-61. The retrieval request input section 1 10 has a retrieval request consisting of an 
attribute, the value of the attribute (keyword), and its importance degree. There exists a 
conceptual hierarchy 310 of the attribute 1 as the background knowledge corresponding to the 
attribute 1 and, in the conceptual hierarchy 310, there are low level attribute values--"apple", 
"strawberry", and "pear"-of the attribute value "fruit" therefore there is an arrangement of values 
of attributes.]. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments filed 3/16/2006 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 
Applicant's assert the following: 
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1. That Wolff and Hattori were directed to completely different subject matter. Thus, 
one of ordinary skill in the art would not have been motivated to combine WolfT and 
Hattori. Even if combined, Wolff and Hattori would not have rendered obvious the 
retrieval result judgment means recited in claims 1, 8, and 16. 

The examiner respectfully disagrees. In response to applicant's argument that Wolff and Hattori 
are nonanalogous art, it has been held that a prior art reference must either be in the field of 
applicant's endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with 
which the applicant was concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the 
claimed invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 K2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed Cir 1992). 

In this case, Wolff (Col. 4 lines 22-28) discloses that service managers include data collection 
mechanisms for collecting and storing other system information and the client request history 
information for use in providing the current service and in marketing, selecting, and providing 
future services in an individualized manner to each client. Wolff further illustrates (Figure 1 
and Col 3 lines 66-67 to Col 4 lines 1-2) a service provider system for maintaining an up-to- 
date database of available services and for responding to user service requests by distributing 
services at the client systems. Essentially what is being described is a retrieval system. 
Similarly, Hattori provides a retrieval system wherein there are client requests and retrieval of 
information from database. As acknowledged by the Applicants, page 3 of Applicant *s response, 
"Hattori was directed to an information retrieval system that permitted users to retrieve 
information from databases. " Thus, these references are analogous in that Wolff and Hattori 
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are both directed to database retrieval systems. Additionally, the references are analogous in 
that both Wolff and Hattori solve the problem of providing a system to retrieve as closely 
matched data as the system is able to do. Essentially this is the same problem that the 
Applicants are trying to solve for the claimed limitation. Therefore under the existing case law, 
the references are analogous. 

As to the statement, "Even if combined, Wolff and Hattori would not have rendered obvious the 
retrieval result judgment means recited in claims 1, 8, and 16'\ The examiner respectfully 
disagrees. As disclosed in Hattori, coL 7 lines 44-45, ".jf a temporary retrieval result obtained 
through execution of retrieval expression does not satisfy a retrieval result condition set up by 
the user, the system modifies retrieval parameters, generates a new retrieval expression and 
based on the retrieval expression executes retrieval again. Thus performing the "result 
judgment means which judges whether or not a result of the retrieval by the retrieval means 
satisfies judgment criteria set in advance characterized in that, when it is judged by the retrieval 
result judgment means that the retrieval result does not satisfy the judgment criteria, the 
retrieval means changes the retrieval conditions and performs retrieval again " (specifications, 
0015). 

2. That) in Wolff, the client request or subscription was correctly expressed and thus 
did not need to be readjusted or improved via an interactive process. WolfiTs 
system provided a listing of matching services, which may then be provided to the 
client for selection. 
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Firstly, in response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one cannot 
show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 
combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re 
Merck & Co,, 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed Cir 1986), In this case the Wolff reference 
is attacked individually. 

Secondly, in response, the examiner respectfully disagrees with Applicant 's response that in 
Wolff the client request or subscription was correctly expressed and thus did not need to be 
readjusted or improved via an interactive process. In Wolff, Col 8 lines 8-14, Wolff discloses 
the following: 

"The service manager further includes a service selection tool for matching the 
service request received from the client system with one of the available services 
proxies. This matching may involve filtering the available services proxies based 
on methods or functions included in the services request, A listing of the 
matching services may then be provided to the client or alternatively, the most 
closely matching service proxy may be transferred to the client system 
automatically. " 

In particular, the matching may involve filtering based on functions and methods that were in the 
service request. That is, the filtering (i.e. a type of adjustment) although based on the service 
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request, is not the service request itself Thereby, requiring adjustment of the request by 
filtering. Additionally, the service request may result in the matched services or the most closely 
matched services. Essentially, suggesting that the system is providing a system to retrieve as 
closely matched data as the system is able to give. Thus an improvement for determining the 
result in a most closely matched or matched result may include: if a retrieval result obtained 
through execution of the retrieval expression does not satisfy a retrieval result condition set, the 
system can modify retrieval parameters and thus generate a new retrieval expression and based 
on the retrieval expression executes again (Hattori, Col 7 lines 25-35). Thus, performing 
similar retrieval as to the trial and error basis more efficiently (Hattori, Col. 7 lines 44-45), 
wherein the trial and error basis shows that the condition is ''less restrictive " or "too 
restrictive " A "less restrictive " retrieval condition returns more data items than are expected by 
the user (Hattori, Col. 1 lines 38-47). That is, by utilizing the method of Hattori, it would 
improve Wolff's retrieval results. And further, lead to a more sensible result and still be 
operative. It would have been sensible and operative because if no matched services are 
available then a readjustment and therefore an improvement, such as one disclosed in Hattori, 
must occur in Wolffs system in order to provide the most closely matched results. Even if 
modification were not disclosed, modifying a retrieval request in order to obtain a more sensible 
result would not lead to a nonsensical result. A modification to retrieval requests in retrieval 
systems is generally for the purpose of improvement (As shown in Hattori). An improvement 
such as obtaining the most closely matched or matched result is an obvious reason for 
modifications in retrieval systems. 
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3. That in Hattori, a user often made interactive information retrievals, made 
judgment on the retrieval result, and readjusted the keywords or retrieval 
conditions so that better results may be obtained. 

Firstly, in response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one cannot 
show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 
combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re 
Merck & Co., 800 K2d 1 091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed Cir, 1986), In this case, the Hattori 
reference has been attacked individually. 

Secondly, in response, the examiner respectfully disagrees with Applicant 's response that a user 
often made judgment on the retrieval result and readjusted the keywords or retrieval conditions 
so that better results may be obtained. 

The cited disclosure specifically states that ''the system modifies retrieval parameters, generates 
a new retrieval expression and, based on the retrieval expression, executes the retrieval again " 
(Hattori, Col 7 lines 30-34). Therefore, the judgment on the retrieval result is made by the 
system as well as readjusting the retrieval parameters. 

As to the statement a user often made interactive information retrievals. That is not a valid 
argument. Client systems request data on the behalf of user requests for retrieval systems. 
Therefore it 's obvious that in the current application that a client must request information for a 
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user. And further in Wolff a client must request information for a user. And lastly, in Hattori, a 
client system must request data for a user 

4. That Wolf was not related to modiiying client requests. Thus, if Wolff is combined 
with Hattori, the client requests would have been modified to obtain different 
retrieval results which leads to a nonsensical result and is inoperative for the 
intended purposes of Wolff. Therefore, no motivation to combine Wolff and 
Hattori. 

See above reasons (under 1 and 2) why Wolff and Hattori if combined would lead to a sensible 
and operative result. See above rejections for motivations to combine, 

5. As to claim 15, since Wolff and Hattori are directed to completely different 
subject matter. 

See above reasons why under the existing case law, the references are analogous, 

6. One of ordinary skill in the art would not have been motivated to combine Wolf 
with Hattori because such combination would have been operative for it's intended 
purpose. Further, Wolf in view of Hattori and the Background would not have rendered 
obvious the retrieved result judgment means recited in claim 8. 
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See above reasons (under 1 and 2) for operative purpose and rendering obvious the 
retrieved result judgment means. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record, listed on form PTO-892, and not relied upon, if any, is considered 
pertinent to applicants disclosure, 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated fi-om the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this commimication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael D. Pham whose telephone number is (571)272-3924. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday Sam - 4:00pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Cottingham can be reached on 571-272-7079. The fax phone number for the 
organization vs^here this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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